This paper considers whether the impact agenda that has developed over the last decade in UK universities is likely to help create the conditions in which critical educational research makes a more visible difference to Impact is postured as neutral, hiding the neoliberal drive towards research models based on implementation, 2 evaluation and policy. There is a need to create spaces in universities for rethinking of the impact agenda, perhaps looking at value or social creation instead of, or as an integral aspect of, impact.
In terms of improving impact we suggest there is much evidence that educational researchers are on the case: they are constantly developing new ways to engage beyond the academy, including much use of social media (see blog of the British Educational Research Association 1 ). Indeed, the relationship between critical educational research and policy or practice has always been complex, non-linear and contested and therefore always the focus of scrutiny as recognised by scholars internationally (Edwards 2002 , Edwards 2000 What has in the past been lacking for educational researchers has been the strategic support for impact from many universities. Research production is complex, one aspect being the institutional culture within universities and this has not always encouraged engagement with society. Such a situation is in contradiction with the origins of many UK universities in the 19 th century that was in response to the challenges of industrialization and urbanization. For example, Newcastle University has its roots in a School of Medicine in 1834 as a civic university, in response to the regional demands of an emerging industrial economy that included shipbuilding, mining, heavy engineering and agriculture. A civic focus was eroded over the twentieth century due to national agendas to prioritise research and teaching at a national rather than local level (and within this theory over practice) and national over local student recruitment (Goddard et al. 2016) . Impact came to be understood in terms of reception within the academy (i.e. measured by journal citations). A more limited civic role remained in many universities, such as a commitment to professional training (i.e. medicine, engineering, architecture, teaching and a role to play in the regional development agencies in the enhancement of industry). Individual academics continued to sit on government commissions and committees and evaluate local authority provisions.
Although the 20 th century saw a detachment of universities from place, in the following decade universities reengaged with different versions of making a difference to society. The impact agenda as we now know it emerged in the late 2000's in response to national drivers to demonstrate the value of universities. Scholars note the 'engulfment of HE by neoliberal doctrine' (Chubb and Watermeyer 2016, p9) and associated structures of marketization, individualism, and competition with national and global league tables (Giroux 2002 , Glenna, Shortall and Brandl 2015 , Shore 2010 . UK university funding started to be linked to an assessment of research impact that was added to the periodic national research audit (held roughly every five/six years). Impact is defined by REF guidelines as 'an effect on, change or benefit to the economy, society, culture, public policy or services, health, the environment or quality of life, beyond academia' generated by excellent research (HEFCE 2012, p48) . It accounted for 20% research income, at least £1.6B and has implications for university league tables. Excellence was graded in terms of 'reach' and 'scope'. The REF made a clear break with the previous focus on engagement by calling for evidence of impact that went beyond having civic society passively receiving research. Subject areas in universities were required to produce impact case studies (ICSs). These were 4-6 page documents that described research that was at least recognised internationally, and was carried out at the Research and Innovation emerged at the end of the first decade of the millennium, broadly concerned with Europe's ability to respond to societal challenges. RRI was a "re-evaluation of the concept of responsibility as a social ascription in the context of innovation as a future-oriented, uncertain, complex and collective endeavor" (Owen, Macnaghten and Stilgoe 2012, p757) . The Framework Programme 7 EU funded project Impact-Ev focused on the development of indicators and standards for measuring impact, and generated debate about the imitations of dissemination in terms of achieving knowledge application, and transfer in terms of achieving improvement (Aiello and Joanpere, 2014) . The ACCOMPLISSH project funded by the EU Horizon 2020
programme builds on the work of Inpact-Ev, by bringing together academics with representatives from industry, government and societal partners to develop an interdisciplinary co-creation approach to impact generation.
The role, scale and mission of higher education in the UK has evolved over the last few decades and is still evolving in relation to a myriad of national and global drivers including 'understanding of knowledge and modes of creation and dissemination, and societal and labour market requirements ' (Goddard et al. 2016, p3) . Many universities nationally and internationally are developing a range of institutional architectures for engaging with societal challenges that reflect in complex ways both neoliberalist influences and civic university origins (Ball 2012 , Goddard 2009 , Goddard and Vallance 2011 , Goddard et al. 2016 . What this means for individual disciplines or for socially critical educational researchers is not easy to predict.
The impact of the impact agenda
The 2014 REF produced over 6679 case studies of the impact of higher education research on society. Never before had there been an attempt on such a scale across the academy to assess its value to society. Given that impact will continue to play a key role in a future REF (Ovseiko, Oancea and Buchan 2012) . In the discipline of public health, Greenhaugh and Fahy (2015) analysed all 162 ICSs and asked the authors of four ICSs for narratives of impact efforts. The impact captured documented changed practice, guidelines and policy; in other words, was one step removed from patient outcome. Shortt et al (2016) , also analysing public health ICSs, found little of the non-linear and nonimmediate nature of impact of social science research that is often referred to in the literature, such as demonstrated by work on alcohol and tobacco environments in Scotland. Shortt et al (2016) give the example of their own work on alcohol and tobacco environments in Scotland which sparked debates and conversations, such as national public radio debates, but did not operate in a linear manner in terms of having an impact.
The other main concern documented in research literature is that the research that leads more easily to the Some document the effect over time on a whole discipline, the discipline of anthropology, suggesting that "pure long-term field anthropology (is) being eroded for short-term commercial applications of anthropology "knowledge economy is reshaping anthropological research and popular understandings of ethnography" (Mills and Ratcliffe 2012, p147) . Others suggest dangers for the academy as a whole. Chubb and Watermeyer (2016) interviewed 50 senior academics in the UK and Australia between 2011-15 in the arts and humanities, social science, natural and life science and physical sciences, from two research-intensive institutions. They concluded that "the hyper-competitiveness of the HE market is resulting in impact sensationalism and the corruption of academics as custodians of truth" (p4). The impact agenda is linked to the neoliberalisation of higher education by deepening "the self-marketization of the state through introducing new forms of competition in quasi markets, which enact and constitute the academic world and the ways in which we can live in it" (Shore and Wright 2000, p59) . It therefore not surprising that for Colley (2014) here to stay, and our interest is in whether there is a way that it can be shaped so that critical educational research might make a more visible difference to society.
Our analysis comprised all ICSs that gained high REF ratings (3*/4*) for impact, in order to make inferences about the kind of impact that was valued in the REF process, and the kinds of research leading to such impact. To be eligible for the REF ICSs had to include research that was at least recognised internationally (i.e. outputs of at least 2* quality) and carried out at the institution 1993 -2013, and to describe impacts that happened 2008 -2013. They then received an 'overall' grade for a university education group's ICSs and for their general impact strategy. Since ICSs were not graded separately, in order to include only those graded highly, we selected all the ICSs from universities that had received over 100% of its overall impact grade within 3* or 4*. By making this selection we were not able to include any 3*/ 4* ICSs where some of the overall impact grade was 2* or 1*. London/Institute of Education which curiously had 3.5% of its overall grade in 2* and the rest in 3*/ 4* as it seemed unlikely that this would apply to a whole ICS.
Drawing on the research literature quoted already in this paper of analyses of ICSs in other disciplines, we were interested both in the kinds of research that appeared in these ICSs, and the nature of the impact. A coding framework was produced with reference to this literature and to our own ICS on extended schools (appendix 1), and a read though of a sample of the 85 ICSs. The framework consisted of asking the following questions of the 85 ICSs in order to structure our analysis: We made judgements about aspects that were not clear-cut, such as the type of research methods used, and we could only draw conclusion based on the information given in the text provided and the associated outputs.
A subjective aspect to the analysis was impossible to avoid given the subjective nature of the terminology 
What kind of impact and research was found in 85 education ICSs?
Our first impression reading all 85 ICSs was of a vibrant, varied and highly influential national education research The main beneficiaries were policy makers, children, students, pupils, and practitioners but also NGOs, trades unions, families, the labour market, and to society as a whole. The reach of the research seemed to be national and international in most, but we judged that 13 had either mainly or only UK impact. The sources of evidence were varied and included web downloads, social media outputs, resource uptake percentage, workshop attendance, use of websites, quality marks, testimonies of policy and practice change. There were also awards included in the evidence, that were largely from within the academic community. This suggests internal selfvalidation that we may question as being legitimate sources of evidence of such ICSs.
Pathways to impact and intentional strategies that led to impact were not referred to in many ICSs, so judgements about these were not easy to make. The main mechanisms by which impact happened were reports or briefings, training materials, but also workshops, online toolkits, products to buy, and national standards.
However, our own experience of compiling what became a 3*/4* ICS (appendix 1) was the importance of a combination of serendipity and strategic endurance: working on the same area of research and engaging with partners over a long period of time, carrying out research on government policy that was also funded by the government, and engaging with stakeholders that put additional resource into engagement.
Most ICSs drew on mixed methods research, with many using solely quantitative methods and most having the model of initiative design and/or implementation and/or evaluation, leading to improvements to attainment, or influence on policy or curriculum. It was notable that very few ICSs were based solely on qualitative research.
There seemed to be only one that was a solely theoretical analysis, but more that combined a conceptual analysis or theory driven approach with other methods.
We classified the ICSs in terms of impact on policy, practice and behaviour, our analysis necessarily making a judgement call based on what was presented in the ICSs in terms of how far behaviour is impacted. In only six was policy impact absent. In some, behavioural change was independently verified through an evaluation, but more common was secondary endorsement of behavioural change through stakeholder practice change or feedback. This leads to a number of questions. How is the value of independently verified behavioural change versus secondary endorsement of behavioural change assessed? There were many examples where the stated aim to improve attainment was not documented, only the prior step of changing practitioner behavior or practice. Policy impacts which were causal and discrete (e.g. a policy change or new practice) were easier to evidence than changes in pupil behaviours. Occasionally a discrete causal link was provided in the ICS using quantitative data reported in outputs.
It was rare for impact to constitute a 'critique' of current education policy in the UK. However, this was not a simple judgement for us to make as researchers, since the development of policy might implicitly constitute a critique at some level. Large numbers of ICSs fell in current high profile areas in the field of educational research, which included assessment, school effectiveness, STEM subjects, early years and 'closing the gap' in attainment between rich and poor. We estimated that congruence or alignment with current educational policy could be identified for all but five ICSs, and for these the ICSs ran counter to current policy. However impacts which ran counter to current policy were mentioned by HEFCE, who:
"encouraged submissions of impact relating to the prevention of undesirable outcomes, acknowledging that research in the social sciences may hold authorities to account and result in a proposed change not taking place. The sub-panels welcomed the submission of such case studies and it is noteworthy that they were able to evidence impact and achieve the highest quality scores." (HEFCE 2015, p19) Where research has been counter to prevailing policy, it has not necessarily been problematic for the generation of impact. For instance the researchers who critiqued the valued added measure and PISA scores for England were both used by the coalition government, being invited to do further research. Likewise the Oxford ICS on the SKOPE skills-training research reports a senior civil servant as saying the SKOPE research provided:
"the leading British critique of approaches to skills policy" and "an important oversight and challenge role by advocating alternative positions" [Section 5: C1]. Their report went on to state that "English policy makers valued the work of SKOPE as a type of "unofficial" opposition and their research is widely acknowledged to have provided material to fill important gaps in the skills evidence base."
Discussion
Most education ICSs could be construed as instrumental in producing more efficient or higher-quality and effective educational practices in line with extant educational policies. We would claim that impact is more readily demonstrated in this way. The legacy is not only these improved processes and practices, but also new methodological and analytical tools and instruments which are more likely to be taken up and utilised. However, there was much less emphasis on a legacy of critical or theoretical work as presumably impact is less immediate and tangible. This leads to the question of where this leaves the socially critical educational research that is largely sociological and often theoretical. Will the lack of readily accessible evidence of impact devalue such research, at least within the discourses of impact? The REF impact assessment process could be read, with few exceptions, in terms of the embedding of a shift towards 'robust,' 'evidence-based' and large-scale mixed or quantitative research with tangible evidence of impact in visible ways, and away from qualitative or theoretically driven work that may be more concerned with impacts at the socio-cultural level and over the longer-term.
There are dangers too for socially critical educational research that is counter to prevailing practice or policy.
Although we found a small number of ICSs that had evidence or such impacts, it is difficult to see how producing these will ever be anything other than more difficult within the current framework, as was the experience of Colley (2014) .
That some kinds of impact are inherently easier to evidence than others needs addressing, or there will be an inevitable turn towards this kind of research in the allocation of funds given the RCUK focus on pathways to impact. It is also interesting to wonder about internal inconsistencies in the REF process itself. We are interested in how it is possible for the REF to accept ICS claims of change (of behavior, attainment etc.) when the quality of such judgements inevitably fall short of the rigour of sophisticated analysis that is required in research papers discussing similar changes in 3*/4 educational research outputs.
Colley (2014) draws on Bordieu's neglected concept 'illusio' that 'calls us to examine the 'stakes' that matter in the field of educational research. The REF is a bureaucratic system that has changed the stakes of educational research whilst 'avowing disinterest through claims that the 'impact' agenda is solely acting for the public good (i.e. value for money use of public funds for research)' (p674-5). Bourdieu writes that "illusio is the face of being caught up in and by the game, of believing the game is "worth the candle", or more simply that playing is worth the effort…. It is to recognize the game and to recognize its stakes" (Bourdieu 1998, p76-77 by producing theoretical or qualitative critical research. Writing about illusio in respect of neoliberalism, Rowlands and Rawolle (2013, p269 ) say 'we are both playing the neoliberal game and inadvertently demonstrating our belief that it is a game that is worth being played'. This analysis in terms of illusio is helpful with respect to the impact agenda also.
We suggest that impact, positioned as neutral and for the public good, in practice furthers a very specific neoliberalist ideology which has been much written about in higher education (Mudge 2008) We take heed of the concerns of Rowlands and Rawolle (2013) who argue that the undefined, generalist application of the term neoliberalism can further entrench its discursive hegemony rather than disrupt it. Our solution is to demonstrate, as we are doing in this paper, the linkage between the particular criteria and possible ramifications for research of the REF impact process, and a neoliberal turn in higher education, seen in concepts such as the knowledge economy, where cost-benefit logic informs, at least in part, how research funding is apportioned.
This logic is dependent on quantifiable and evidencable impact and hence the particular shaping of the impact agenda to date.
There are other stakes in the broad impact agenda, other illusio, than that of REF ICS impact. Brewer (2013) talks about the value of the social sciences, referring to the way that an education in the social sciences enhances the life of a student, and also the way that social science reveals evidence about society and how society needs There is appetite for change from academics themselves. Oancea (2013a, p248) found that 'academics saw in the current context an important opportunity to debate and reconceptualise 'impact' and its relevance to accountability processes, and to re-calibrate assessment methodologies' from her research of accounts of interpretations and practices of research impact in six case-study disciplines (from the social sciences, humanities and physical and engineering sciences) in one research-intensive university. Colley (2014) quotes Delamont (2011) on the need for researchers to claim their own understandings of and values about impact.
Shortt (2016) quoting Weiss (Weiss 1977) suggests an 'enlightenment' model that would "involve recognising that our research is just one small part of wider understandings and whilst we can contribute to change, this often takes time and research may not represent the defining determinant of change". She suggests "we should reward academics and departments that engage with external partners, the general public and interested parties, but we should not expect that all of this will lead to demonstrable change in the short to medium term" and we should alter the focus of REF impact from:
'demonstrable impact to demonstrable knowledge exchange and public engagement. It might also involve, for example, doing more to reward researchers (or knowledge brokers) who undertake synthesising type roles, collating and reviewing large disparate bodies of academic knowledge for non-academic audiences (as opposed to the current approach which largely encourages researchers to try to achieve impact for their own research). Such a focus would include more nuanced metrics of participation, involvement and action rather than 'change'.' (Shortt et al. 2016, p271) .
We draw some hope for change from the REF itself. We note, and it is perhaps ironic that this is about an ICS We also draw encouragement from the high value given to an ICS from UCL Institute of Education in which Stephen Ball's awareness is stated of the irony of his work on performativity being used in a REF ICS.
We conclude by drawing on Oancea once more, with thanks for the title of our paper from the final sentence of this quote (2013a, p248, 2013b, p7) .:
"For impact indicators to be an adequate proxy of research value, they need not only to be technically refined, valid measures, but also to be pitched at the right level, so that they can function as catalysts of higher education activity rather than destabilising it. To do this, they depend on a healthy ecology of higher education, which in turn requires intellectual autonomy, open debate, financial sustainability and insightful governance. Without these preconditions, the high-stakes assessment of impact might fail to reflect and support ongoing research value, and end up simply capturing assessment-driven hyperactivity: in other words, it might end up hitting the target, but missing the point." Oancea (2013a Oancea ( , p248, 2013b .
We would want to emphasise that this 'healthy ecology of higher education' is also predicated on an understanding of whether and how current impact indictors and REF criteria foreground -and hence may foster -certain kinds of research at the expense of other kinds. This may appear as an instrumental -theoretical divide, but it is likely also be more complex in the case of critical social research in education as a result of its critical stance to much education policy. We would question how far therefore the impact discourse as it is currently and the actions (including funding and scaling up extended schools) taken to develop communityoriented, full-service and extended schools to help address the impact of disadvantage on educational outcomes. We have had sustained and far-reaching impact on the policy and actions of schools and local authorities (LAs) in their development of extended schools. Professional practice changes include greater willingness to collaborate across agencies and an amendment to policy on 'raising aspirations' to become 'reaching aspirations'. Additionally our innovative research methodology, a version of theory of change, has been taken up and used by schools, LAs and other organisations.
Underpinning research
The research focused on how schools (named variously as extended or full-service schools), can contribute to overcoming the effects of disadvantage through partnership with other agencies and institutions. Extended schools have broad aims, beyond a narrow focus on educational attainment, that include the well-being of children, families and indeed the community. These aims are reflected in a wider range of services for students, families and the community offered from the school. The research has involved projects funded by DfE, Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF) and local authorities (LAs) totalling £1m since 1996, with outputs since 1998. Since 2005 Professor Liz Todd (1995 -present) and Colleen Cummings (Research Associate RA, 2000 -2011 in Newcastle have been joined by Karen Laing (RA, 2009-present) and Lucy Tiplady (RA, 2005-present) , and have continued to collaborate with Professor Alan Dyson (1988 Dyson ( -2005 , thereafter at University of Manchester) and colleagues at University of Manchester. Our research has investigated the processes and outcomes of extended schools from their initial development to the present day. Our local authority evaluation of efforts to raise the attainment of schools in a disadvantaged area of Newcastle in 1996 drew attention to the needs of economically disadvantaged parents and the role schools could play (1). Our next JRF-funded study, an investigation of the contribution of schools to area regeneration , found that at this time schools were generally educating disadvantaged children to enable them to leave the area. Our subsequent research played a key role in a change to this aim, refocusing the role of schools towards the whole community. Two early DfES-funded extended school projects (the demonstration project, 2002-2005, and the pathfinder project, 2002-04) showed how schools were starting to re-focus their role (2). There was evidence that involvement in extended activities could have a positive impact on the cultures of schools and their communities and that it was compatible with raising students' attainment.
The three-year DfES-funded National Evaluation of Full-service Extended Schools (2004-07) developed the innovative mixed methods approach to theory of change methodology (5). This project (4) found evidence that, whilst average impact on educational attainment was not demonstrated, there was some evidence that extended schools 'closed the gap' for disadvantaged children, were highly cost effective, and generated clear and important benefits for individual vulnerable young people's attainment and well-being, for the well-being of vulnerable families and positive changes in schools. This was the first research to generate such results in this manner. The theory of change methodology provided a way to evaluate the complex effects of a multistrand initiative and enabled the impacts to be demonstrated (5). Our reports from the National Evaluation of Extended Services (£511k with University of Manchester, 2009-14) outlined a range of models of the strategic response of schools and local authorities to disadvantage. The Extended Services Subsidy Pathfinder Evaluation, found a range of effective responses of schools to make extra-curricular opportunities available to disadvantaged young people. Our JRF review (2010-11) of research of interventions in aspirations and attitudes found no evidence to support the focus of many extended schools and services on the 'raising of aspirations' (6). Finally, our evaluation of the pupil premium (2012-13) has found that many schools continue to fund activities that reflect a broad focus on the wellbeing of students and families. This focus was part of the goal of schools to reduce the impact of economic disadvantage on pupils and existed despite the lack of government policy recommending extended services. The overall contribution of the research is that we have demonstrated the effects of extended school provisions on children and families, and clarified the facilitating and inhibiting factors in developing extended schools (such as achieving, rather than raising aspirations). We found that strategic partnerships were central to key aspects of extended schools, in particular multi-agency working, involving parents and collaborating with young people. Our findings have focused attention on rethinking the role of the school in relation to disadvantage. Additionally, we developed an appropriate and innovative partnership-based evaluation methodology using a form of theory of change approach. 4. Details of the impact This research has had longstanding influence on policy and practice in the UK, on government, schools, charities and local authorities (LAs) and international influence on policy and practice in some areas of Europe, Asia and Australasia. In England, according to evidence from the DfE, the research formed a 'major part of the evidence base for policy development' in the Department for Education's children's services delivery mechanisms over the decade that included 2008-11 (senior research officer DfE) (IMP1). Our research informed (in 2008) a move in national policy from having one extended school in each LA area to focusing attention on the availability of extended services in every school and locality. It provided evidence for scaling up the policy, defining the expanding elements of the extended services model, and led to the decision to make funding available to schools post-2010. A senior research officer at the DfE explained the impact on school funding: 'funding was made available (by the DfE) to schools from 2010 onwards (a subsidy pathfinder) to help them provide a wide range of activities for children and young people who were disadvantaged by economic circumstances, and children in care', and that our research 'supported the expansion of the (DfE) policy to help address a wide set of social goals rather than just the educational attainment aims which were the initial focus' (IMP1). Our work also provided the government 'key pieces of evidence to inform spending reviews and policy development' (IMP1). The same DfE testimonial indicates that our research has had influence on recent government policy, that it provided evidence to 'inform the recent publication of More Affordable Childcare (2013)' setting out the Government's plans to increase the amount of affordable provision (IMP1). In addition, the recent development by Save the Children Fund of three 'Children's Zones' pilots in England are based directly on our research. Pathways to impact have varied. From 2008-10 the DfE reported the Newcastle research findings to practitioners and policy makers via its website. When in 2010 decision-making about extended services was devolved to schools, the DfE commissioned from the Newcastle-Manchester team a manual for head teachers based on all our previous research in this area. Our distinctive partnership research design enabled schools and LAs to reflect on and apply our research. Our four day-conferences since June 2012 on extended services have been well attended (each 40+) and valued (evaluation form comments): 'the opportunity to do things differently'; and 'raise awareness within the services of the importance of children's zones aims and encouraging multiagency work'. Todd and Dyson have accepted invitations to present to large practitioner and policy-maker audiences (from 50 to 500 people). For Todd this has included countries in Europe (UK, Spain, Sweden and Netherlands), Asia (Vietnam) and Australasia (New Zealand and Fiji). Our impact on schools, LAs, and partner organisations is demonstrated by repeated references to our research in policy documents (i.e., Northern Ireland Assembly (IMP2), Hotspur Primary School in Newcastle (IMP3), Solihul LA, W. Sussex LA, ContinYou) and that we were engaged to conduct local evaluations of extended services provisions for seven English LAs, from Northumberland to Wiltshire, and to edit, from 2007-11, a national practitioner publication on extended schools for teachers, the 'Extended Schools Update' (circulation in 2010: 456 schools/LAs) (IMP4). This publication informed and stimulated the actions and policies of extended schools and local authorities and contains many examples of the impact of Newcastle's research (IMP4). A director of extended services in one LA noted our research had: 'played a significant part in helping the schools in the (…) area to: develop policy and practice in 'Extended Services'… [and to…] stimulate and inform our direction of travel'. We are quoted as being responsible for their nomination as a Children Zones pilot. The manager of Rural Youth Offending Service demonstrated how our research evidence was used in 2013 to bid successfully for further funding. Our theory of change methodology has been taken up by schools, LAs and other organisations to research organisational change. The impact of this approach is evidenced by comments from
